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serves to further the conclusion as to the real distinction between
mind and body, which is finally completed in Meditation VI.

My opponent, however, says, / apprehend the triangle inscribed
in the semicircle without knowing that tJie square on its base is equal
to the squares on the sides1. True, that triangle may indeed be
apprehended although there is no thought of the ratio prevailing
between the squares on the base and sides ; but we can never think
that this ratio must be denied. It is quite otherwise in the case of
the mind where, not only do we understand that it exists apart
from the body, but also that all the attributes of body may be
denied of it; for reciprocal exclusion of one another belongs to the
nature of substances.

There is no conflict between m^ theory and the point M. Arnauld
next brings up, that it is no marvel if, in deducing my existence
from the fact that I think, the idea I thus form of myself represents
me merely a-s a thinking being2. For, similarly when I examine the
nature of body I find nothing at all in it that savours of thought;
and there is no better proof of the distinctness of two things than'
if, when we study each separately, we find nothing in the one that
does not differ from what we find in the other.

Further, I fail to see how this argument proves too much3. For,
in order to prove that one thing is really distinct from another,
nothing less can be said, than that the divine power is able to
separate one from the other. I thought I took sufficient care to
prevent anyone thence inferring that man was merely a spirit that
makes use of a body; for in this very Sixth Meditation in which I
have dealt with the distinction between mind and body, I have at
the same time proved that mind was substantially united with
body* and I employed arguments, the efficacy of which in estab-
lishing this proof I cannot remember to have seen in any other case
surpassed. Likewise, just as one who said that a man's arm was a
substance really distinct from the rest of his body, would not there-
fore deny that it belonged to the nature of the complete man, and
as in saying that the arm belongs to the nature of the complete
man no suspicion is raised that it cannot subsist by itself, so I think
that I have neither proved too much in showing that mind can
exist apart from body, nor yet too little in saying that it is sub-
stantially united to the body, because that substantial union does
npt prevent the formation of a clear and distinct concept of the

1 Of. above, p. 83, sub fin.                        2 p. 84, par. 3.

3 Objj. iv., ibid, infra.